Editors choice
The concept of subspecies has had a tortured history both in theory and practice. Linnaeus (1758) is considered the starting point of modern taxonomy. In his Systema Naturae, the taxonomic categories he introduced were Class, Order, Genus, Species, and Variety. Undefined, it is only by example that the Linnean meaning of variety can be gleaned: Linnaeus used it sparingly, under Homo sapiens, with varieties generally identified by the Greek letters alpha through epsilon, with epsilon in turn subcategorized a-c. A number of domestic dog breeds similarly were categorized, alpha through lambda, but only a small number of other species had additional categorized varieties (Linnaeus 1758) . Mayr (1942:103-104) suggested that the "term had no well-defined meaning and covered a multitude of sins.
[…] Anything that differed from [a] typical specimen was a 'variety'." The confusion over variety led Mayr (1942:106) to formulate a definition for subspecies, as follows:
The subspecies, or geographic race, is a geographically localized subdivision of the species, which differs genetically and taxonomically from other subdivisions of the species To that definition, Mayr added some details from a previous definition by Rensch (1934) , including the capacity to interbreed and produce fertile offspring, morphological identity with the species, and discriminating characters fixed, as well as no geographic overlap with other races. Subsequently, Mayr (1963:348) 
made slight semantic modifications to his definition:
A subspecies is an aggregate of local populations of a species, inhabiting a geographic subdivision of the range of the species, and differing taxonomically from other populations of the species.
In the years intervening between the two versions by Mayr, a seminal article by Wilson and Brown (1953) considered the issue of subspecies, pointed out some difficulties in delimitation of subspecies, and provided a definition not surprisingly similar to that subsequently published by Mayr (1963; above) . Wilson and Brown (1953) concluded that with the possible exception of insular subspecies, the subspecific taxonomic category was neither objective nor practicable. Lidicker (1962) in contrast offered a potential resolution to these objections by providing a more objective, statistical approximation to the subspecies category, focusing on Dipodomys merriami. This statistical approach also was subsequently espoused by Hennig (1966) . An approach to objectivity using the mitochondrial d-loop was recently proposed for marine mammals by Taylor et al. (2017) . It is worthy of mention that Frey (1993) demonstrated that peripheral isolates-the geographic population subdivisions of Mayr (1942 Mayr ( , 1963 and Brown and Wilson (1953)-could constitute the raw material for speciation in a manner resulting in star phylogenies.
After the flurry of papers in the 1960s, interest in the theoretical and operational issues of subspecies taxonomy waned, replaced by a furor of work on species. However, the phylogenetic (Eldredge and Cracraft 1980) and general lineage (de Queiroz 1998 (de Queiroz , 2005 (de Queiroz , 2007 concepts of species have resulted in blurred boundaries between the taxonomic categories of species and subspecies (Hawlitschek et al. 2012 ). de Queiroz (2005 in particular argued that the new paradigms in systematics and taxonomy were shifting these disciplines from classification to hypothesis testing of lineage boundaries and phylogenetic relationships, thus in many cases, assessing even the potential existence of subspecies.
Authors publishing in the Journal of Mammalogy have long been active in these endeavors, the more so recently. For example, Patton and Conroy (2017) exquisitely explored subspecific boundaries in Microtus californicus from both operational and theoretical perspectives. And while much of the work on subspecies has been undertaken on small mammals, Archer et al. (2019) objectively defined subspecies of fin whales, Balaenoptera physalus. This focus on objective infraspecific taxonomy of large mammals is a far cry from the treatment a century ago of North American brown bears, by Merriam (1918) , wherein were listed 71 species, in two genera, of brown bears, a framework largely (and inexplicably) maintained, and even expanded, by Hall (1981) . The pursuit of objective hypothesis testing in subspecific taxonomy proposed by de Queiroz (2005) is exemplified in the most recent paper on the matter published in the Journal of Mammalogy, by DeCesare and coworkers (2020): Phylogeography of moose in western North America. The authors analyzed mitogenomes and nuclear microsatellite loci to assess phylogeography and genetic differentiation of moose across a vast area. Genetically resolved boundaries did not completely correspond with previous morphologically delineated circumscription of subspecies. Despite this lack of correspondence, certain geographically defined groups were identified, of which a number did correspond with a priori species distributions, as well as a major North-South disjunction in principal coordinates analysis of the genetic data.
While the subspecies conundrum remains, it has been diminished. And an emphasis on hypothesis testing, integrating molecular and morphological perspectives and approaches, makes progress toward its eventual resolution. Efforts undertaken that build on a robust body of historical and current work-much of it published in the Journal of Mammalogy-may eventually result in a settlement of the issue.
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